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ASFC 89-1M 


CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 


Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science 


Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, February 17, 1989 


Present: Cc. Bertrand, Chair; B. Spanos; E. Gardham; J. Appleby; R. Pallen; D. Dicks; 
S. Ruby; G. Valaskakis; D. Acland; J. Gavin; P. Widden; Z. Hamlet; E. Preston; 
H. Schmid; R. Kilgour; C. Levy; H. deRomer; G. Decarie; R. Perigoe; I. Irvine; 
W. Byers; C. Gray; S. Dubas; C. White; M. Oppenheim; J. Drysdale; S. Hoecker- 
Drysdale; M. Giguere; J. Ryan; M. Brian; H. Shulman; M. Dionne; Y-L. Khoury; S. 
O’Hara; M. Sullivan; M. Moser; S. Letovsky; S. Maguire; B. Leonhardt; J. Grundy; 
H. McLachlan; F. Fazio; E. Budik; J. Bara. 

Regrets: C. Foster; W. Gilsdorf; M. Barlow; G. Trudel; E. Mourillon; G. Auchinachie; 
Cc. Barton. 

Absent: H. McQueen; D. Salee; B. Barkman; C. Davis; D. Shapiro; G. Szamosi; R. Seppanen; 
A. Macpherson; N. deGraff; E. Notkin. 

Guest: M. Orsini. 


ASFC 89-1M~-A 


ASFC 89-1M-B 
ASFC 89-1M-C 
ASFC 89-1M-—D 
ASFC 89-1M-E 


ASFC 89-1M-F 


Documents considered and distributed at the meeting 


Ratification of Student Representatives 


Ratification of Dr. N. Eddy’s nomination to replace Dr. G. Boyd 
(January 1 to May 31, 1989) on: 


- The Arts & Science Advisory Committee on Computers 
- The Sub-committee of Senate on Academic Computer Policy 


Proposed Policy on Copyright Compliance 
Supplemental Examinations 

Re-evaluation of Marked Material 

Change of name of the Communication Studies Medal 


C. Gray’s memo re: Copyright Compliance Policy 


89-1-1 


89-1-2 


Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 1335. 

Approval of Agenda 

It was moved and seconded (Preston/Sullivan) that the Agenda be approved. 
Sullivan requested a change in the agenda. The Dean agreed to include Item 9 
in the Remarks from the Chair (Item 4); Item 10 became Item 8; and Item 8 became 
Item 9. 

CARRIED (as amended) 

Approval of Minutes of December 16, 1988 


It was moved and seconded (Drysdale/Levy) that the minutes of December 16, 1988 
be approved. 


Acland requested two corrections on page 7. In the first paragraph, "...30 
graduate programs" should read "...30 graduate diploma courses"; and "...to take 
’any’ of the Masters level courses" should read"...to take ’most’ of the Masters 


level courses." 

CARRIED (as amended) 

Remarks from the Chair 

The Dean apologized for changing the date of the meeting. 


The Dean stated that at the last two meetings of Senate the issue of contact 
hours in courses of the Faculty of Arts and Science as opposed to the contact 
hours in courses of the Faculties of Commerce & Administration and Engineering 
& Computer Science was raised. Arts and Science courses are shorter in duration. 
The Faculty of Fine Arts is planning to increase their contact hours in courses 
to match those in Commerce & Administration and in Engineering & Computer 
Science. This change would leave half of the University on the old time block 
system and half on the new system. The difficulty in Arts and Science has been 
that the Faculty cannot schedule all of its courses in the existing time blocks, 
if contact hours were to be increased. The Faculty could increase contact hours 
by shortening the current exam periods to seven days instead of twenty-one in 
the spring, and fourteen in the winter. This would mean that most students would 
have two final exams on a given day. Despite the difficulties involved, it may 
be necessary for Council to address this issue at a future meeting. 


The Dean explained that Item 9 related to a question raised last year regarding 
the re-evaluation of marked material. The main issue was the question of whether 
marked material that is submitted for re-evaluation should be free of the 
comments and grades of the previous evaluator. Vice—Dean Shlosser had submitted 
to the Steering Committee her interpretation of the University’s policy. Dr. 
Shlosser’s interpretation included the following comments: "The policy states 
that a student may contest ’either the grade received or the method of 
grading’... both of these statements indicate that the regulations ... were 


designed not only to assign a new grade, ... but also, in the process of 
determining a grade, to evaluate the method for grading used by the instructor. 
Otherwise it may be seen as an independent and original evaluation rather than 
a re-evaluation." In accordance with this interpretation, the Faculty’s practice 
is that marked material that is submitted for a re-evaluation is submitted with 
all the remarks and comments of the original evaluator. 


The Dean also commented on the issue of freedom of speech. He referred to 
incidents at the University which had tested the limits on freedom of speech; 
more specifically the appearance of Mr. R. Douglas at the University last week. 
The Dean felt that it would have been unacceptable to deny Mr. Douglas the 
opportunity to speak. Although he had been convicted of a crime, he had served 
his sentence, and thus has paid his debt to society; to prevent him from speaking 
would have been a violation of freedom of speech. It is incumbent upon everyone 
in the University to try to maintain the principle of freedom of speech, with 
the understanding that freedom of speech also requires a certain amount of 
responsibility, and does not allow one to preach hatred for any group, religion, 
gender, or whatever. The Dean also reminded Council that back in 1969 no one 
provided any evidence to support the allegations against Professor P. Anderson. 
He was found innocent of any wrongdoing. 


Questions and Announcements 


Decarie raised the issue of ’super-failed’ students, and questionned the 
University’s policy on readmitting these students. It appears that once a 
student has "super-failed" he/she cannot be readmitted for three years. Decarie 
asked the Dean to clarify this policy (more specifically: who established the 
policy, on what authority, and on what academic grounds is it based?). 


The Dean replied that he would respond to these questions at the next meeting 
of Council. 


As a follow up to the last Senate meeting Maguire asked whether any new 
developments had taken place regarding the Co-op proposal with Engineering and 
Computer Science. The Dean replied that a meeting was scheduled for March 2, 
at which time the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science is scheduled to 
present a draft proposal for the new structure. The new Co-op programme may be 
in place by June l. 


Maguire also asked for clarification regarding the $100 late fee that co-op 
students pay when they submit their work-term report late. The Dean replied that 
the issue was being investigated. 


In connection with the procedures regarding the Advisory Search Committees for 
the appointment of Chairs, Directors and Principles, Widden asked whether the 
Departmental Advisory Search Committee could announce to the members of a given 
department who the candidates were. The policy has been that the candidacies 
are not announced, and he wondered why this practice existed. 


The Dean stated that he was unaware of how this policy developed. However, if 
Council was to consider the subject of having names of candidates for the 
position of Chair, Director, Principal announced, a written notice on the subject 
should be forwarded to Bill Spanos, who will raise the issue at the next Steering 
Committee meeting. The Steering Committee will then prepare a motion for 
Council’s consideration. 
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Shawn 0’Hara raised the issue of left-handed students having difficulties writing 
examinations on desks that were designed for right-handed students. He asked 
whether it would be possible to provide at least three tables in every 
examination room so that left-handed students would be accomodated. 


The Dean agreed to raise the question with the examinations office. 

Levy asked whether it would be possible to improve the state of classrooms in 
the Hall Building, as they are often dirty, there is often no chalk available, 
the black boards are not cleaned and sometimes tables and chairs are outside the 


rooms. He had been asked by his department to register a formal complaint and 
to request that the situation be rectified. 


The Dean agreed to raise the issue with Vice-Rector Giguere. 


Ratification of student representatives 
Arts and Science Faculty Council 


Sullivan asked for the removal of the following student names from the ASFC 
student membership: Eric Notkin; Alex Macpherson. 


The following names were to be added: Bill Leonhardt; Jean Elizabeth; Ray 
Gossen; James Brown and Elizabeth Budik. 


Arts and Science Advisory Committee on Computers 


Yves—Laurent Khoury 
Arts and Science Curriculum Committee 
Bill Leonhardt 


Sullivan asked that Alex Macpherson and Stuart Letovsky be removed from the 
Student Request Committee. Harriet McLachlan will be the new student 
representative. 


RATIFIED 


Ratification of Dr. N. Eddy’s nomination to replace Dr. G. Boyd (January 1 to 
May 31, 1989) 


Dr. Nelson Eddy was elected by acclamation to replace Dr. Boyd on: 


~ The Arts & Science Advisory Committee on Computers 
- The Sub-committee of Senate on Academic Computer Policy 


Proposed policy on copyright compliance 


The Dean stated that the discussion regarding the proposed policy was to be 
limited to those items that had been neglected and should be included, and those 
items with which Council members disagreed and wished to have changed. 
Particular attention was to be paid to Section IV (pages 16 - 25). 
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Gray commenced the discussion by stating that since the legislation was not 
final, Concordia University should perhaps devote its attention to lobbying in 
order to influence the second stage of the legislative process, rather than 
adjust its internal policies now, to only have to re-adjust them again when the 
final legislation becomes effective. He then summarized his comments contained 
in document ASFC 89-1M-F, distributed at the meeting. 


Following C. Gray’s summary, Shulman referred to page 20, Item 5, which states: 


"Compliance with the Act will be the personal responsibility of all 


the users involved, in accordance with the levels of responsibility 
defined hereafter. In the formulation of this policy, the University 
not only assumes but trusts that its members are responsible 
individuals having full knowledge of their obligations and of the 
consequences of not complying therewith." 


Shulman commented that the above statement clearly indicated that copyright 
compliance was an individual responsibility and the University as a whole could 
not be held responsible for its violation by individuals or departments. 


Vice-Dean Valaskakis argued that the University was liable even in cases of 
individual violations. She specifically referred to one copyright violation, 
with which she was familiar, in which the University, the Chairperson and the 
professor had been sued. 


In response to a question as to whether it was possible to make one photocopy 
of a publication, the Dean stated that, as he understood it, a professor could 
make a photocopy of an excerpt of a publication and place such a copy on reserve 
for student use. 


White stated that copies of excerpts could be made legally, if a small fee was 
paid to the publisher and permission had been obtained. 


Ryan wondered whether it was necessary or even possible to obtain permission for 
photocopying parts of a book that had been out of print for several years, but 
was still the best academic tool for a course. 


Pallen responded that he had had a case in which a book he wished to use for a 
course was out of print, and he was still obliged to pay the publisher a small 
fee. 


Valaskakis returned to Gray’s comment regarding the issue of lobbying so that 
specific concerns regarding academic issues could be raised before the second 
stage of the legislative process is finalized. She wondered whether the 
University could obtain some form of academic exemption in terms of the copyright 
law. 


The Dean stated that lobbying had already occurred during the first legislative 
stage, and it had not been successful; and while universities may wish to 
distance themselves from the problems associated with this legislation, this will 
not be possible. 


89-1-3 
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Irvine commented that his impression from the document was that in general terms 
faculty members were within the law, if they only made one photocopy of a 
document. However, he wondered whether he would be violating the law, if he 
would place such a photocopy on reserve for student use, knowing that some 
students may make multiple copies. 


The Dean stated that this question would have to be answered by Mme Gaudet. 


Decarie asked whether Mme Gaudet could provide a one to two page statement that 
specified what the law required and what members of the University could or could 


not do. 


Valaskakis suggested that Council ask Mme Gaudet to specify what the 
responsibility of the University was with regard to professors and students. 


The Dean stated that he would forward these questions to Mme Gaudet and also 
invite her to attend the next Council meting to respond to these questions and 
others (perhaps for a 30 to 45 minute discussion). 


Pallen asked whether a faculty member could charge students a fee for material 
that was copied (after the publisher’s permission had been obtained and a fee 


had been paid). 


In response to a statement that such fees were already being paid under the 
academic materials fee, the Dean stated that the academic materials fee would 
also have to be closely evaluated in conjunction with the copyright compliance 
policy by the University’s Vice-Rectors. 


Maguire pointed out that his understanding of the policy was that photocopies 
of copyrighted materials for use other than private study or research may only 
be made after written authorization from the copyright holder had been obtained, 
and putting such a document on reserve for others to copy was against the law. 
With regard to the proposed educational programme, Maguire considered that all 
recommendations were acceptable, except for item 5, as students only watch CUTV 
when movies are playing. 


Gray suggested that Council ask Mme Gaudet to provide some information on what 
she anticipates will happen during the second half of the legislative process. 
It was also suggested to ask Mme Gaudet about what would happen if a copyright 
holder does not give his/her permission to have copyrighted material photocopied. 


The discussion concluded with the Dean’s statement that he would transmit the 
essence of this discussion, as well as the questions raised, to Mme Gaudet and 
invite her to the next Council meeting to respond to these and other questions. 


Change of name of the Communication Studies Medal 


It was moved and seconded (Valaskakis/Pallen) that the name of the Communication 


Studies Medal be changed to that of The John E. O’Brien, S.J. Medal for 
Communication Studies. 


CARRIED (unanimously) 


89-1-4 


Supplemental Examinations 


It was moved and seconded (Dicks/Drysdale) that in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science the practice of allowing supplemental examinations for sub-standard 
academic performance be discontinued as of 1 June 1990. 


Dicks presented document ASFC 89-1M-C, which included the rationale to support 
the motion. 


Dubas argued that the existence of supplemental examinations provided a service 
to students which gave them the opportunity to improve a grade for a required 
course. He did not wish to support the removal of a service that is beneficial 


to students. 


Decarie commented that the number of those students who passed supplementals was 
high enough to justify maintaining the system. If there were bureaucratic 
reasons for dropping supplementals these reasons had not been cited. 


Ruby commented that other faculties have been dropping supplementals, and asking 
faculty members to prepare supplementals places an additional burden on their 
workloads. She also commented that there was no consistency in the University 
as to the application of the supplemental examination policy, some departments 
have already chosen not to provide this "second chance" service to students. 


O’Hara argued that students wished to keep supplementals. He stated that they 
were considered a virtue of the system, and provided some students with a second 
chance to not only improve a grade but also their self-esteem. Students were 
troubled by the fact that the existence of supplementals was not publicized more. 
Often students are not aware of the fact that this second chance was available 
to them. The argument that other faculties do not have supplementals should be 


irrelevant. 


Maguire also stated that the number of students applying to write supplementals 
would most likely increase, if students became aware of the fact that they had 


this privilege. 


Brian pointed out that if a difference in the application of the supplemental 
examination policy exists between departments this was due to different 
department needs, as well as methods of evaluation. Also, "mature" students 
benefit greatly from supplementals, as it helps their self-esteem to pass an exam 
that they failed once. 


DeRomer commented that, regardless of the numbers presented, supplementals should 
be maintained. He referred to institutions in Europe where it is common practice 
to give students a second or third chance in both oral and written examinations. 


Fazio pointed out that it should not be assumed that students are taking 
advantage of the system. Students should be given the benefit of the doubt, and 
Council should not speculate as to why a student applies for a supplemental. 
The service is useful to both below and above average students, and should be 
retained. 


10. 
ll. 


12. 
89-1-5 


BS: re 
24/02/89 
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With regard to publicizing supplementals, Martin clarified that students are 
advised of the existence of supplementals on their report of standing which is 
mailed to them after each term. 


McLachlan pointed out that the outcome of supplementals was important in 
calculating a student’s cumulative G.P.A. While the results may not be counted 
in the first year, they are counted in the following year. She added that should 
supplementals be eliminated replacement examinations should be allowed in cases 
where medical and/or compassionate reasons justify them. 


Ryan stated that supplementals served a valid purpose, and he did not see the 
logic in removing a service that had worked for many years, and benefits some 


students. 


Leonhardt added that the existence of supplementals benefits all students, 
because it greatly reduces examination anxiety. The simple fact that students 
know that there exists a back-up system is beneficial. 


Irvine argued that not keeping supplementals would force students to work harder, 
and should they fail a course they could always take it a second time. 


As a result of several members’ requests to have the question called, the Dean 


asked Council members if they were ready to vote. Fourteen members wished to 
continue the debate, twenty-four members wished to have the question called. 


Vote on Motion 89-]-4 


In favour g 9g 
Opposed : 27 
Abstentions : 1 
DEFEATED 


Other Business 
None 


Next Meeting 
Friday, March 10, 1989, at 1:30 p.m. in AD-131, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


It was moved and seconded (Oppenheim/Sullivan) that the meeting be adjourned at 
1535 hours. 


